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1 Executive Summary  

This document constitutes the final evaluation report for /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻǇǘ-in time-

of-use (TOU) pricing pilots implemented by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern 

California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E). These pilots were 

implemented in response to California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Decision 15-07-001. A key 

objective of the pilots was to develop insights that would help guide the IOUsΩ applications filed in 

January 2018 proposing the implementation of default TOU pricing for the majority of residential 

electricity customers and thŜ /t¦/Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŘŜŦŀǳƭǘ ǇǊƛŎƛƴƎΦ1   

Findings from the first summerτJune through October 2016τŀǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ hǇǘ-in 

¢h¦ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ CƛǊǎǘ LƴǘŜǊƛƳ wŜǇƻǊǘέ2 dated April 11, 2017 (hereafter referred to as the First Interim 

Report). This report contains detailed background information on the pilot, describes the pilot design 

and the evaluation methodology used for analysis, discusses each IOUs pilot implementation and 

treatments, and presents load impacts, bill impacts, and survey findings covering the 2016 summer 

period. The Second Interim Report3 contains estimated load impacts, bill impacts, and survey findings 

from the winter period (October through May for PG&E and SCE, and November through April for 

SDG&E) and first full year of the pilot. This Final Report contains a brief summary of findings 

documented in more detail in the prior two reports, but focuses primarily on load impacts from the 

second summer period in 2017 as well as the persistence of load impacts across the two summers for 

the subset of customers that were enrolled for the full duration of the pilot.  

The summer 2017 results provide load impacts for the entire summer rate period of June through 

September for PG&E and SCE, and May through October for SDG&E.  This was the first analysis of a full 

ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ǎŜŀǎƻƴΣ ŀǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tƛƭƻǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǳƴǘƛƭ Wǳƭȅ нлмсΦ Due to the 

differences in months between the first and second summer evaluations, along with changes in the 

participant population over time and weather differences, the results from the second summer should 

not be compared directly with the first summer. The persistence analysis was designed to facilitate this 

comparison by limiting the evaluation to months common between the two summers, and only 

including the subset of customers who were enrolled for the full duration of the pilot. These restrictions 

help control for as many differences between the two summers as possible, with the exception of the 

weather. The remaining differences in impacts between the summers in the persistence analysis are 

ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊΦ Findings 

ŦǊƻƳ bŜȄŀƴǘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ-level review of the relationship between weather and impact persistence is included 

in Section 1.2 below.  

                                                
1
 The pilots could not be implemented using default enrollment due to legal restrictions on defaulting customers onto TOU 

rates prior to January 2018. Default TOU rate pilots are currently underway and initial results will become available near the 
end of 2018 and additional results will be available in spring 2019.  

2
 The First Interim Report can be found here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442453144 

Additional related documents on the CPUC website can be found here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=12154 

3
 The Second Interim Report is contained in two volumes, one authored by Nexant covering the load and bill impact analysis 

and the second, authored by Research Into Action covering the second survey.  
The Nexant report can be found at the following link: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442455573 
The RIA report can be found at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442455572 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442453144
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=12154
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442455573
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Collectively, the pilots implemented across the three IOUs tested nine different TOU rate options. For 

eight of the nine options, more than 50,000 households were enrolled and assigned to one of the TOU 

rates or retained in the study on the standard tiered rate to act as a control group for those who were 

placed on the new tariffs. The ninth rate option was a complex, dynamic rate that SDG&E tested on a 

very small group of customers. Recruitment for this rate led to enrollment of roughly 65 customers. Due 

to the low enrollment number, it is not possible to estimate load or bill impacts for customers on the 

ninth rate. Consequently, this rate is not covered in the evaluation.  

1.1 Pilot Design and Evaluation  

Evaluation of the opt-in pilots focused on a number of important research objectives, including: 

Á Determining the change in electricity use in different time periods for different customer 
segments and climate regions from each rate treatment and in response to the technology and 
information treatments that were also included in the pilot as described in the First Interim 
Report; 

Á Estimating the distribution of bill impacts associated with each rate option both before and after 
enrolling on the TOU rates; 

Á Assessing the extent to which the TOU rates cause unreasonable hardship among selected 
customer segments such as seniors and economically vulnerable customers in hot climate areas; 

Á Determining satisfaction with and perceptions about, understanding of and reported changes in 
behavior associated with different treatment options.  

Although recruitment for the pilots was done on an opt-in basis, not opt out, customers were not 

recruited onto a specific rate. Instead, the pilots were implemented through what came to be called a 

άǇŀȅ-to-Ǉƭŀȅέ όt¢tύ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŀƴ 

economic incentive for agreeing to be in the pilot and were then randomly assigned to one of three4 

rate options or to the control condition after agreeing to participate. Since a key motivation for enrolling 

on the study was likely to be the PTP incentive rather than the attractiveness of any particular rate 

feature, this approach eliminates any differential selection bias that might have otherwise occurred if 

customers were recruited onto each rate separately. It also adheres strictly to the design standard of a 

randomized control trial (RCT), which is the gold standard of experimental design. The PTP recruitment 

design may also result in enrollment of a mix of customers more similar to those who would be enrolled 

under default conditions for reasons discussed in detail in Section 2.1 of the First Interim Report.   

Load and bill impacts were estimated for CARE/FERA5 and non-CARE/FERA customer segments in each 

of three climate regions (hot, moderate, and cool) in each IOU service territory. In the hot climate region 

in the PG&E and SCE service territories, senior households (e.g., households with at least one resident 

who is 65 years or older) and households with incomes below 100% of Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) 

were oversampled for one rate option in order to assess whether TOU rates might cause undue hardship 

for these segments.    

                                                
4
 For SDG&E, participants were assigned to one of two rate options or the control group. 

5
 California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA) customers receive significant electricity 

price subsidies. Participation in these programs is tied to income and household size.  
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Load impacts for each rate and technology treatment were estimated by comparing loads for customers 

randomly assigned to each TOU tariff (e.g., treatment customers) with loads for customers randomly 

assigned to the otherwise applicable tariff (OAT) (e.g., control customers). The difference in loads 

between treatment and control customers in each rate period before customers are placed on the TOU 

rate (e.g., the pretreatment period) is subtracted from the difference after customers are placed on the 

rate (e.g., the treatment period) to ensure that there is no bias in the estimated impact due to random 

ŎƘŀƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ŀ άŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ-in-ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎέ ό5ƛ5ύ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ ²ƘŜƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ 

through an RCT design, DiD analysis produces the most accurate load impact estimates possible through 

experimental research.  

Bill impacts6 were estimated in a similar manner to load impacts in that a DiD analysis was conducted in 

order to control for exogenous factors that might impact bills between the pre- and post-treatment 

periods. Bill impacts were estimated as the difference between bills using pre- or post-treatment loads 

based on the TOU tariff compared with the OAT. Average bill impacts are reported as well as changes in 

the percent of customers who experience bill impacts above a certain threshold.  

Assessing the extent to which TOU rates cause unreasonable hardship among selected customer 

segments such as seniors and economically vulnerable customers in hot climate regions is done 

primarily through survey questions designed to measure hardship. Two surveys were conducted, one 

following the first summer period and another at the end of the first year on the pilot rates.7 Both 

surveys were sent to the entire treatment and control population using a mixed mode, email, mail and 

phone (EMP) methodology. Responses between treatment and control customers were compared to 

determine if TOU rates significantly increase the percent of customers that report hardship conditions. 

Satisfaction with, perceptions about, understanding of, and reported changes in behavior associated 

with different rates and other treatment options were also determined through surveys. Response rates 

varied somewhat across customer segments and treatment cells but were quite high (e.g., ranging from 

66% to 92%) in all segments. As such, any differential response bias across segments and treatments is 

believed to be insignificant. The survey was designed, managed and analyzed by Research Into Action 

(RIA).   

1.2 Load Impacts  

Table 1.2-1 presents the average weekday peak period load reductions for each rate and season for each 

IOU. 8 Key findings for load impacts are summarized following the table.

                                                
6
 Bill impacts were estimated following the first summer and after completion of the first year of the pilot. Impacts were not 

estimated again after the second summer. For convenience, key findings from the first two interim reports are included in this 
report. 

7
 Key findings from the two surveys are included in this report but no additional surveys were conducted after the end of the 

first year. Very detailed survey results are contained in the First and Second Interim Reports.  

8
 The values in the table represent the average reduction for each peak period for each rate for the active participants during 

that season. They do not represent average reductions for a common set of hours or a common set of customers. As such, 
variation in average load reductions across rates may be due to a differences in the peak-to-off-peak price ratios as well as 
differences in the length and timing of the peak period. Variation in average load reductions across seasons may be due to 
changing customer populations, differences in weather conditions, and perhaps other exogenous factors.  
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Table 1.2-1: Weekday Peak Period Load Reductions*  

Utility  Metric 

Rate 1 Rate 2 Rate 3 

Summer 
2016 

Winter 
2016/2017 

Summer 
2017 

Summer 
2016 

Winter 
2016/2017 

Summer 
2017 

Summer 
2016 

Winter 
2016/2017 

Summer 
2017 

PG&E 

Peak Period Hours 4 PM - 9 PM 6 PM - 9 PM 4 PM - 9 PM 

% Impact 5.8% 3.6% 5.3% 6.1% 3.6% 3.8% 5.5% 3.5% 5.6% 

Absolute Impact (kW) 0.06 kW 0.03 kW 0.06 kW 0.06 kW 0.03 kW 0.04 kW 0.06 kW 0.03 kW 0.06 kW 

SCE 

Peak Period Hours 2 PM - 8 PM 5 PM - 8 PM 4 PM - 9 PM 

% Impact 4.4% 1.4% 3.6% 4.2% 2.0% 4.1% 2.7% 3.2% 4.0% 

Absolute Impact (kW) 0.06 kW 0.01 kW 0.04 kW 0.06 kW 0.02 kW 0.06 kW 0.03 kW 0.03 kW 0.05 kW 

SDG&E 

Peak Period Hours 4 PM - 9 PM 4 PM - 9 PM 

N/A % Impact 5.4% 2.3% 4.6% 4.6% 1.7% 4.1% 

Absolute Impact (kW) 0.04 kW 0.02 kW 0.03 kW 0.04 kW 0.01 kW 0.03 kW 

* All impacts presented here are statistically significant 
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Á Customers can and will respond to TOU price signals during evening hours. All eight tariffs 
included in the pilots had a substantial portion of the peak period covering key evening hours. 
Indeed, the common hours across all eight tariffs are from 6 PM to 8 PM. Some tariffs had peak 
periods extending until 9 PM and some had shoulder periods extending until midnight. 
Statistically significant load reductions were found for all rates tested for each IOU service 
territory for each season. Table 1.2-1 summarizes the percentage and absolute peak-period load 
reductions for each rate and service territory by season. For the first summer of the pilot, the 
ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƭƻŀŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ оΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 2.7% and 0.03 
ƪ²Σ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ нΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
сΦм҈ ŀƴŘ лΦлс ƪ²Φ  Lƴ ǿƛƴǘŜǊ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƭƻŀŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ мΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ 
an average reduction of 1.4% and 0.01 kW, and the highŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ 
Rate 1 and Rate 2, which had average percentage reductions of 3.6% and 0.03 kW. In the second 
ǎǳƳƳŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ оΦс҈ ƻǊ лΦлп ƪ² ŦƻǊ {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ м ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǿŜǊŜ рΦс҈ 
ƻǊ лΦлс ƪ² ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ оΦ hn average across all rates, the average peak period reduction for 
the two summers was 4.6%. With TOU price signals (Tier 2 peak to off-peak price ratios) ranging 
from around 1.3 to 2.0, the load reductions are not just statistically significant, but could 
meaningfully reduce the need for peaking capacity, especially if similar impacts could be 
obtained through default enrollment for all residential customers. 

Á Persistence in load impacts between the first and second summer varied by utility. At PG&E, 
summer load reductions either declined or remained the same between the first and second 
summer of the pilot. Most customer segments at SCE showed comparable summer load 
reductions from the first summer to the second. At SDG&E, percent9 load reductions in the first 
and second summer were nearly identical. Weather does not appear to have been a significant 
driver of persistence.  Upon examination of the correlation between weather and impact 
persistence, no drop-off or increase in persistence appeared to be associated with weather. 

Á Customers can and will respond to TOU price signals on weekends. An important policy 
question given shifting load patterns at some utilities is the magnitude of peak-period load 
reductions on weekends. Not all pilot rates had peak-period prices in effect on weekends but for 
those that did, peak-period reductions and the pattern of load reductions across rate periods on 
weekends were generally similar to weekday impacts.  

Á Peak period reductions in winter were significantly less than in summer. The average peak-
period reduction in winter across all eight rates was 2.7%, with a range from 1.4% for Rate 2 in 
{/9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ǘƻ оΦс҈ ŦƻǊ wŀǘŜǎ м ŀƴŘ н ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΦ 

Á Most TOU rates produced overall reductions in electricity use.  Also of interest is whether TOU 
rates lead to overall reductions, increases, or no change in electricity use. At the service territory 
level, the average reduction in daily electricity use in summer 2016 across all eight rates equaled 
1.9%, with a range from 0.4% for Rate 2 at PG&E to 3.4% for Rate 2 at SDG&E. In summer 2017, 
the average across all rates was 1.4% with a range from 0.1% to 2.2%. Reductions in the winter 
were smaller, averaging 0.7% across all rates. There was significant variation in estimated 

                                                
9
 Percent load reductions rather than kW were evaluated for the persistence analysis to allow for comparison of impacts 

relative to the available load. For example: if the second summer were cooler than the first, the kW impacts may be lower due 
to less cooling load, but customers may still be responding similarly between summers given the available load to curtail. The 
percent impacts help to normalize for any level differences in usage between the summers. 
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impacts across rates, climate regions and customer segments (CARE/FERA or non-CARE/FERA) 
but the majority of rate/season/climate region/segment combinations showed small but 
statistically significant reductions in daily electricity use. 

Á Summer peak-period load impacts varied across climate regions and service territories. In both 
summers, the absolute impacts at both PG&E and SDG&E were largest in the hot climate region, 
second largest in the moderate region and smallest in the cool region for all rates. The pattern 
was similar for percentage impacts although not all differences across regions were statistically 
significant. At SCE, the pattern was different. In general, the differences across regions were 
smaller than at PG&E or SDG&E and in some cases, the largest load reduction was found in the 
Ŏƻƻƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƙƻǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘŜǿƻǊǘƘȅ ǘƘŀǘ {/9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ 
Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ Ƙƻǘ Řŀȅǎ ǘƘŀƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {/9Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƻǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 
tDϧ9 ƻǊ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜrate regions. These differences, combined with the fact that some of 
{/9Ωǎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƘŀŘ ƭƻƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘŜǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ during which prices were higher than in the off-peak 
period may have made it difficult for customers in hot regions to reduce energy use and still stay 
reasonably comfortable.   

Á CARE/FERA customers had lower average percent and absolute peak period load reductions in 
summer compared with non-CARE/FERA customers. This pattern was typically (although not 
universally) true at PG&E and SDG&E for all rates and climate regions. Once again, SCE had a 
different result for some rates and climate regions. In selected cases, CARE/FERA customers 
even had larger load reductions than non-/!w9κC9w! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΦ The 
SCE results notwithstanding, the smaller load reductions by CARE/FERA customers in most 
service territory/climate region combinations compared with non-CARE/FERA customers, could 
be due to greater difficulty by CARE/FERA customers in reducing or shifting loads. For example, 
lower income households may lack quality insulation or may have undersized air conditioning 
equipment, resulting in a greater burden for them to reduce cooling energy use compared to a 
household with higher quality insulation or adequately sized air conditioning units. Low income 
customers may also work two jobs, or longer hours, limiting their flexibility to shift loads such as 
laundry or cooking. It may also be that low income households have lower saturations of end 
uses such as dishwashers and clothes driers, that can easily be shifted from peak to off-peak 
periods.  

Á Load impacts for households with incomes below 100% of FPG in hot climate regions differed 
between PG&E and SCE. This segment did not show statistically significant peak-period load 
reductions in PG&9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛƭƻǘΦ However, ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ 
hot climate region, these very low income households had load reductions similar to or slightly 
larger than the general population in the hot climate region in all three seasons. 

Á Senior households in the hot climate region had load impacts very similar to those of the 
general population. This was true for both PG&E and SCE in summer 2016 and in winter period. 
In ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǳƳƳŜǊΣ ǎŜƴƛƻǊǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ actually had greater 
impacts than the general population in the hot climate region (5.6% vs. 2.9%).  

Á Smart thermostats appear to increase load reductions when automated through vendor 
support. SCE recruited customers who already owned smart thermostats into the study and 
randomly assigned them to rate and treatment groups. In the first summer, absolute load 
impacts for smart thermostat owners were similar to those for the general population even 
though they had larger usage overall and, therefore, might be expected to have larger load 
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reductions. In winter, smart thermostat owners reduced peak period usage by approximately 
4.9% in the SCE service territory, which was significantly higher compared to the non-
CARE/FERA population weighted load reductions of 1.8%. In the second summer, the smart 
thermostat provider implemented specialized thermostat programming optimized for TOU 
rates, and load reductions increased significantly relative to the first summer.  Load impacts in 
the first summer (July, August, and September) were 3.1%; in the same months during the 
second summer, impacts increased to 8.1% for the common set of customers enrolled in both 
summers. 

Á The incremental impact of Weekly Usage Alert emails at SDG&E is mixed. SDG&E tested 
whether delivery of weekly summaries of usage and bills to TOU customers would produce 
greater load reductions compared with households on TOU rates that did not receive this 
information. There was no statistically significant impact for WAEs in summer 2016. However, 
during the winter monthsΣ ²!9 ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ moderate climate region had small but 
statistically significant increases in load reductions equal to approximately 0.01 kW, whereas 
customers in the cool climate region had impacts decline by approximately 0.01 kW.  In summer 
2017, customers in the moderate climate region who received the WAEs had statistically 
significant incremental impacts equal to 0.02 kW. 

Á !ŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎƳŀǊǘ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŀǇǇ ǿŜǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿΦ PG&E offered a smart phone app 
that provides a variety of information to those who download it that might help them to 
manage their energy use. The number of customers who successfully downloaded and accessed 
the app was quite low and there were not enough users to determine whether the app had an 
impact on load reductions. App users were surveyed and those who responded reported liking 
the app.  

Á Higher incentives for smart thermostats produced higher acceptance rates. SDG&E offered 
rebates for smart thermostats to customers on TOU rates through the Whenergy program. 
Roughly 14,000 rebated offers were made, with roughly 30% of the offers being made through 
direct mail and the remainder through email. About half of the offers involved a $100 rebate 
and the other half a $200 rebate. 349 applications (2.4%) were received, and of those, 24610  
were deemed eligible and ultimately accepted. The eligible acceptance rate for the $100 rebate 
was 1.3% and for the $200 rebate, it was 2.1%. 

1.3 Bill Impacts  

Average monthly bill impacts were estimated for summer, winter and the year as a whole. Key findings 

include the following: 

Á At PG&E and SCE, average summer monthly bills were higher for all TOU rates than they 
would have been on the OAT for all customer segments and all climate regions. Average 
monthly bill increases over three summer months ranged from a low of roughly $5 to as much 
as $40. Absolute summer bill impacts were typically largest in the hot climate region, second 
largest in the moderate region and smallest in the cool region. 
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 Load impacts were not estimated for the customers who received the rebates due the sample size being too small to yield 
statistically significant impacts. 
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Á Average monthly winter bills were lower for all TOU rates than they would have been on the 
OAT for nearly all customer segments and all climate regions at PG&E and SCE. The exception 
ǿŀǎ /!w9κC9w! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƻƴ wŀǘŜ о ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ Ŏƻƻƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŀǿ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ 
($1/month) bill increase in winter. Average monthly bill reductions over the winter months 
ranged from a low of roughly $1 to as much as $12.  

Á Bill impacts at SDG&E were quite different from those at PG&E and SCE, with very small 
structural impacts in both summer and winter months. At SDG&E, some customer segments 
were able to more than offset small structural bill increases with load shifting or conservation 
behavior and, thus, had slightly lower bills even during the summer period than they would have 
had on the OAT. Customers faced winter bill impacts that were generally less than 1% in either 
direction, at the territory level and at the CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA level. 

Á Total annual bill impacts were very small at all three utilities, with average monthly impacts 
ranging between 0% (no change) and savings of up to 2%. The 12-month bill impact varied 
significantly by climate region and CARE/FERA status. At SCE, CARE/FERA customers faced 
greater bill increases than non-CARE/FERA customers in most cases (on a percentage basis). 

The stark contrast between the relatively large bill increases for TOU customers during the summer 

months at PG&E and SCE relative to SDG&E is noteworthy. This large difference did not stem from 

SDG&E having significantly more modest peak-to-off-peak price differentials or smaller differentials 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜŀƪ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ h!¢ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ ǇǊƛŎŜ 

differentials were larger than for several of the pilot rates at PG&E and SCE. Rather, the much more 

modest bill impacǘǎ ŀǘ {5Dϧ9 ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ h!¢ ŀƴŘ ¢h¦ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƛŎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴǘŜǊΦ {/9 ŀƴŘ tDϧ9Ωǎ 

OATs are not seasonally differentiated, but their TOU rates are. As a result, the summer bill differentials 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ¢h¦ ŀƴŘ h!¢ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ {5Dϧ9ΩǎΦ 

Although most customers saw very modest bill decreases on an annual basis, the seasonal volatility at 

PG&E and SCE is concerning, although it should be noted that, especially in hot climate regions, there is 

significant seasonal variation in bills even under the OAT due to seasonal variation in usage and the 

tiered rate structure. It is important to keep in mind that bill volatility across seasons can be managed 

through tools designed specifically to address bill volatility, such as balanced payment plans, which allow 

customers to pay the same bill each month based on historical usage and current rates (with periodic 

true-ups). The extent to which this option might mute TOU price signals is subject to debate and will be 

examined in the default pilots that are currently in the field at each IOU.  

A final point to keep in mind is that all customers who will be defaulted onto TOU rates in 2019 will 

receive bill protection for the first full year on the new tariff. As such, while summer bills may be higher 

than under the OAT, customers who stay for a full year will not pay a higher bill than they would under 

the OAT.  

1.4 Customer Attrition  

Customer attrition is driven by three very different factors. One is customers who move, referred to as 

customer churn. Another is customers who become ineligible as a result of factors such as installing 

solar, going onto medical baseline, or switching to service from a Community Choice Aggregator (CCA). 
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The final factor is customers who consciously opt out of the rate because they are unhappy being on a 

TOU rate. Importantly, opt-out rates in these pilots were likely influenced, perhaps significantly so, by 

the incentives that were paid to customers over the first year of the pilot. Customers received a portion 

of their enrollment incentive upon enrollment, a portion when the first survey was completed in fall 

2016 and the final portion after the second survey was completed in late spring 2017. As such, absolute 

opt-out rates may not be an accurate guide to what would occur in the absence of the incentive 

payments. Relative opt-out rates across tariffs, however, may provide useful insight regarding the 

relative preferences of customers for various rate options.  

Key findings concerning customer attrition include the following: 

Á Cumulative opt-out rates between enrollment and the end of September 2017 were quite low 
for nearly all rates and customer segments. Opt-out rates varied across tariffs, service 
territories, climate regions and customers segments. At the granular customer segment level, 
the cumulative percent of treatment customers who dropped off the rate was between 1% and 
10% at PG&E, and at SCE it was between 0.5% and 14%.  For SDG&E, customer segment level 
opt-out rates were between 1% and 3.9%. Territory wide at PG&E and SCE, there are small 
differences in the cumulative percent of opt outs between tariffs at each utility. Cumulative opt-
out rates territory wide are greatest for PG&EΩǎ wŀǘŜ н ŀƴŘ {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ о όŀōƻǳǘ т҈ ŀƴŘ с҈Σ 
respectively). At SDG&E, the greatest cumulative opt-out rate, about 3.5%, is for customers in 
the hot climate region on Rate 2. 

Á The number of customers dropping off the TOU rates was highest in the hot region, second in 
the moderate region and lowest in the cool climate region for all tariffs. 

Á Opt-ƻǳǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŦƻǊ /!w9κC9w! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ tDϧ9 ŀƴŘ {5D9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 
territory compared with non-CARE/FERA customers. Lƴ {/9Ωǎ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōetween 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA were small.  Opt-out rates leveled off over the course of the 
winter but ramped up again during the second summer, especially at PG&E. 

Á Overall attrition ranged from as low as 12% to as high as 39% with the highest being for 
/!w9κC9w! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻƴ wŀǘŜ оΦ !ǘǘǊƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ мл 
percentage points higher at SCE than at PG&E, with roughly two thirds of the overall attrition 
driven by customer churn or CCA activity. Attrition has also been ƘƛƎƘ ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 
cool climate regions for some segments due primarily to customers switching to CCAs, which are 
ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΦ  

 

1.5 Survey Findings  

Key findings from the surveys that were administered include the following: 

Á Economic hardship was not materially increased by TOU rates for most segments of interest in 
hot climate regions. Economic hardship was assessed through survey questions that were used 
to develop an economic hardship index. Comparisons in index values were made between 
ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ tDϧ9 ŀƴŘ {/9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ /!w9κC9w! 
customers, senior households, households with incomes below 100% of FPG and households 
with incomes between 100% and 200% of FPG.11 In spite of large increases in bills relative to the 
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 The First and Second Interim Reports contain similar comparisons for other climate regions and segments although these 
segments were not required to be investigated as part of the regulatory decisions guiding implementation of the TOU pilots. 
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OAT, there were no statistically significant differences in the economic index for any customer 
segment at PG&E in the first summer period.  At SCE, Rate 3 CARE/FERA customers and Rate 2 
customers with incomes between 100% and 200% of FPG had higher economic index scores 
when compared with control group customers. In the second survey, covering winter and spring, 
none of the segments of interest at SCE showed any statistically significant difference between 
treatment and control customers. PG&E Rate 3 customers in the hot climate region had a higher 
economic index score than control customers. For context, the size of the difference in the 
economic index scores in the above cases is equivalent to the difference in the value of the 
index from using one additional non-income based method to pay bills or from having difficulty 
paying one additional bill over the relevant time period (e.g., summer or winter/spring).  

Á Health hardship was not materially increased by TOU rates for most segments of interest in 
hot climate regions. The surveys also asked customers with air-conditioning equipment and a 
disability whether members of their household had sought medical attention due to excessive 
heat in summer, and the second survey asked space-heating customers with a disabled 
household member whether they sought attention for excessive cold in winter. No difference in 
the health metric was found for PG&E customers in the summer or winter periods. At SCE, about 
10% more Rate 1 and Rate 3 CARE/FERA customers reported seeking medical attention due to 
excessive heat in the summer and about 6% of Rate 1 and 2 CARE/FERA eligible customers 
reported seeking medical attention due to excessive cold in the winter compared with control 
customers. In addition, the second survey included an index to measure overall health hardship, 
and no differences in average health hardship scores were found at PG&E or SCE. 

Á TOU rates do not appear to materially increase or decrease customer satisfaction ratings for 
the rate or the utility. Satisfaction with the rate and the IOU were measured on an 11-point 
scale in both the first and second survey and average ratings were compared between 
treatment and control customers. Following the first summer at PG&E and SCE, when bills were 
higher for nearly all customers relative to the OAT, satisfaction ratings with the TOU rate and 
with the utility were typically slightly lower for TOU rate customers than for control customers 
and these differences were sometimes statistically significant. However, all differences were less 
than 1 point on an 11-point scale. In the second survey, following the winter season when bills 
were much lower, satisfaction ratings for both the IOU and the rate were significantly higher for 
many of tDϧ9Ωǎ ŀƴŘ {/9Ωǎ rŀǘŜ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ н ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘs, compared to the first 
survey results, indicating a significant improvement in satisfaction. Average ratings were slightly 
lower, however, for many Control group segments compared to first survey results. 

Á More customers on TOU rates received bills that were higher than expected in summer.  A 
large percent of both treatment and control customers reported that their summer bills were 
higher than expected, but this perception was greater for more customers on TOU rates for 
most rates, customer segments, and climate regions. The second survey showed that a 
significantly smaller percent of most customers on TOU rates received bills during the previous 
six months that were higher than expected compared to the summer months, especially in the 
hot and moderate regions. This is an important finding that should influence not only the timing 
of enrollment for customers on TOU rates (e.g., enrolling customers during winter or spring, not 
in summer or early-fall) but also the content of ME&O materials, which should be designed to 
prepare customers for higher than expected bills in summer while reminding them about lower 
bills at other times of the year.  
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Á CARE/FERA customers had much lower understanding of the timing of the peak period than 
non-CARE/FERA customers. Both surveys showed a significant disparity in understanding of the 
timing of the peak period between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers. For some rates 
and climate regions, between 30% and 40% of CARE/FERA customers could not identify a single 
hour that fell during the peak-period rate window on the first survey. This disparity could partly 
be due to the fact that more CARE/FERA customers have English as a second language, but there 
may be other explanations. In the second survey, a significant improvement in the 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŜŀƪ ƘƻǳǊǎ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŦƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ tDϧ9Ωǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ, {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ о ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΣ 
ŀƴŘ {5Dϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ м ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ {/9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ м ŀƴŘ н 
customers and SDG&9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ н CARE/FERA customers.   

Á Many customers may not accurately understand bill protection. In the second surveys, 
customers were asked if they knew when bill protection ends and about half to two-thirds of 
customers reported knowing this. At SCE and SDG&E, customers were also given a brief 
explanation of bill protection and asked if they understood what it means (e.g., yes/no). Over 
86% reported they did understand. PG&E customers, however, were provided the same brief 
explanation but were asked to choose what bill protection means among four possible choices.  
Between 28% and 59% selected the correct meaning while 25% to 51% chose the wrong answer. 
Customers may overwhelmingly understand bill protection generally, but many do not 
understand the specifics when presented with other possible meanings (e.g. several customers 
think they will receive a bill credit each month during the first year instead of receiving one 
credit after the first year).  

Á For all three utilities, customers on TOU rates were more likely to take time-specific actions 
than customers on the OAT. For example, while a similar proportion of customers from control 
and treatment groups indicated they turned off their lights to conserve energy, a larger 
proportion of treatment customers indicated they shifted doing laundry and running the 
dishwasher during peak hours. Differences in the number of actions taken between treatment 
and control customers were found in both the first and second surveys. 
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2 Introduction  

In Decision 15-07-001, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or the Commission) ordered 

/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊ ƻǿƴŜŘ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όLh¦ǎύ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ άǇƛƭƻǘέ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ studies of 

residential Time-of-Use (TOU) electric rate designs (TOU Pilots and Studies) beginning the summer of 

2016, and to file applications no later than January 1, 2018 proposing default TOU rates for the majority 

of residential electric customers. The IOUs were also directed to form a working group (TOU Working 

Group) to address issues regarding the TOU pilots and to hire one or more qualified independent 

consultants to assist with the design and implementation of the TOU Pilots and Studies. Nexant, Inc. was 

engaged as the independent consultant.  

Collectively, the pilots implemented across the three IOUs are testing nine different TOU rate options. 

For eight of the nine options, more than 50,000 households were enrolled and assigned to one of the 

TOU rates or retained in the study on the standard tiered rate to act as a control group for those who 

were placed on the new tariffs. The ninth rate option is a complex, dynamic rate that SDG&E is testing 

on a very small group of customers. Recruitment for this rate led to enrollment of roughly 65 customers. 

A key objective of the pilots was to develop insights that would help guide the IOUsΩ applications filed in 

January 2018 proposing the implementation of default TOU pricing for the majority of residential 

ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /t¦/Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŘŜŦŀǳƭǘ ǇǊƛŎƛƴƎΦ12   

Findings from the first summerτJune through October 2016τŀǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ hǇǘ-in 

¢h¦ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ CƛǊǎǘ LƴǘŜǊƛƳ wŜǇƻǊǘέ13 dated April 11, 2017 (hereafter referred to as the First Interim 

Report). This report contains detailed background information on the pilot, describes the pilot design 

and the evaluation methodology used for analysis, discusses each IOUs pilot implementation and 

treatments, and presents load impacts, bill impacts, and survey findings covering the 2016 summer 

period. The Second Interim Report14 contains estimated load impacts, bill impacts, and survey findings 

from the winter period and first full year of the pilot. This Final Report contains a brief summary of 

findings documented in more detail in the prior two reports but focuses primarily on load impacts from 

the second summer period in 2017 as well as the persistence of load impacts across the two summers 

for the subset of customers that were enrolled for the full duration of the pilot.  

A brief summary of the pilot design and evaluation approach is contained in the Executive Summary 

(Section 1.2). The remainder of this report is organized as follows. Sections 3, 4, and 5 summarize the 

load impact results along with a synthesis section for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E, respectively. Each section 

starts with a discussion of customer opt-out rates and attrition over the course of the entire pilot. 

Following the attrition section, load impacts by rate period are presented for each rate option and 

relevant customer segment for the second summer. The next subsection discusses impact persistence 

between the first and second summers for a common set of customers that were enrolled over the 

                                                
12

 The pilots could not be implemented using default enrollment due to legal restrictions on defaulting customers onto TOU 
rates prior to January 2018. Default TOU rate pilots are currently underway and initial results will become available near the 
end of 2018 and additional results will be available in spring 2019.  

13
 The First Interim Report can be found here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442453144 

Additional related documents on the CPUC website can be found here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=12154 

14
 The Second Interim Report can be found here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442455573    

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442453144
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=12154
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442455573


Introduction 

 13 

entire course of the pilot. The final subsections of Sections 3 through 5 provide a high level summary 

and synthesis of the impact and survey results for each IOU.  

Section 6 provides a comparison of results across the utilities as well as overall conclusions that can (or 

cannot) be drawn from the entire body of research. While the pilots were designed jointly and are 

meant to be complementary, they were not designed specifically to allow cross-utility comparisons in 

Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ wŀǘŜ м ŦǊƻƳ {/9Ωǎ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǘƻ wŀǘŜ н ŦǊƻƳ 

tDϧ9Ωǎ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ǊŀǘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜr load impacts than the other due to 

differences in rate structure because differences in other factors, such as climate, customer 

demographics, customer satisfaction, perceptions about the utility, economic conditions and perhaps 

others may partially or fully explain any observed differences in the load impacts between the two rate 

options. Nevertheless, cross-utility comparisons are likely to be made by reviewers and some 

comparisons are more valid than others. As such, we provide a brief comparison of some key findings 

across utilities in this final section.  

Appendix A to this report contains a list of Microsoft Excel files that have been filed as electronic tables 

in conjunction with the primary report. These electronic tables allow readers to access the underlying 

data that created the figures and tables in the report, and to determine actual values for data points 

within the figures. 

A summary of key findings from the first and second customer surveys are available in the second 

ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άCalifornia Statewide Opt-In Time-Of-Use Pricing Pilot: 2016 & 2017 Customer 

{ǳǊǾŜȅ wŜǎǳƭǘǎ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ϧ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎέΣ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ōȅ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Lƴǘƻ !ŎǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 

two additional series of analyses and results. First, statistical comparisons of the differences between 

results for the questions that were included in both surveys were made to measure change over time. 

Second, cross-tabulations of key metrics based on two respondent characteristics, customer language 

preference (English vs. non-EngliǎƘύ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻƴ-peak hours (high 

vs. low understanding), were conducted to determine if results varied significantly by these 

characteristics. 

The First Interim Report contained detailed background information on the pilot, a detailed 

methodology section, and detailed descriptions of each IOUs pilot implementation and treatments. 

Readers interested in this background information are encouraged to review the first report, as this 

information is not repeated here. Interested readers may also wish to review the TOU Pilot Design 

Report,15 which contains a detailed discussion of research issues and explanations for the design 

decisions that were made by the TOU Working Group. The IOU advice letters16 and the CPUC resolutions 

may also contain information of interest.17    

                                                
15

 George, S., Sullivan, M., Potter, J., & Savage, A. (2015). Time-of-Use Pricing Opt-in Pilot Plan. Nexant, Inc. 

16
 SCE: Advice Letter 3335-E; PG&E: Advice Letter 4764-E; and SDG&E: Advice Letter 2835-E. 

17
 SCE: Resolution E-4761; PG&E: Resolution E-4762; and SDG&E: Resolution E-4769. 
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3 PG&E Evaluation  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŀŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ƻŦ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǇƛƭƻǘΦ It 

also includes a discussion of load impact persistence throughout the entire pilot. Load and bill impacts 

from the first summer season can be found in the First Interim Report and similar results for the winter 

season may be found in the Second Interim Report. 

3.1 Summary of Pilot Treatments  

Figure 3.1-1 through Figure 3.1-3 summarize the three tariffs that were tested in the PG&E service 

territory. All three tariffs have peak periods that include the prime evening hours from 6 PM to 9 PM. 

The rates have changed since the launch of the pilot, and the figures represent the tariffs that were in 

effect in March 2017 and do not reflect the baseline credit of 8.8 ¢/kWh. Appendix B shows the prices 

that were in effect in each rate period for each tariff, including the OAT. Two sets of prices are shown in 

the appendix, one covering the period from pilot start through February 2017, and the other beginning 

on March 1, 2017. While several minor rate changes occurred over the course of the pilot, the rate 

adjustment that occurred on March 1, 2017 was more significant and, as such, was factored into the 

estimation of bill impacts in the Second Interim Report.   

Rate 1 is a simple, two-period rate with a weekday peak period from 4 PM to 9 PM all year long and off-

peak prices in effect on all other weekday hours and all hours on weekends. The tier-2 (price without 

baseline credit), peak-to-off-peak price ratio18 in the summer is roughly 1.3 to 1 and is very modest in 

the winter (non-summer months).  

Rate 2 is slightly more complex than Rate 1 as it addǎ ŀ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ άtŀǊǘƛŀƭ-tŜŀƪέ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ 

hours immediately preceding and the one hour immediately following the three-hour peak period that 

runs from 6:00 PM to 9:00 PM on weekdays and weekends. In order to offset the additional complexity 

incurred with a third TOU period, PG&E kept the same prices in effect on both weekdays and weekends. 

Rate 3 is more complex than Rates 1 and 2. It includes TOU pricing in the spring (from March until May) 

that differs from pricing in the winter in order to allow for lower prices during low-cost hours from 10:00 

AM ǳƴǘƛƭ пΥлл ta ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ά{ǳǇŜǊ-Off-tŜŀƪέ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ά{ǳǇŜǊ-Off-tŜŀƪέ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŎƻƛƴŎƛŘŜǎ 

with the period CAISO identifies as being at high risk for excess supply in the future. Rate 3 has the same 

design as Rate 1 for the summer and winter seasons, with peak times from 4:00 PM to 9:00 PM and all 

other hours being off-peak. In the spring, the peak hours are also the same as Rate 1, but the remaining 

hours are divided into off-peak and super-off-peak periods.  

 

                                                
18

 The peak-to-off-peak price ratio is equal to the peak price divided by the off-peak price. 
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Figure 3.1-1: PG&E Pilot Rate 1 (March 2017) 19 

 

Figure 3.1-2: PG&E Pilot Rate 2 (March 2017)  

 

Figure 3.1-3: PG&E Pilot Rate 3 (March 2017)  

 

 

Figure 3.1-4 presents the seasons for each rate. For all three rates, the summer season covers the 

months of June through September. The winter season is October through May for Rates 1 and 2, and 

October through February for Rate 3. The spring period for Rate 3 is March through May. 

Figure 3.1-4 Seasons by Rate  

Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Rate 1 Winter Summer Winter 

Rate 2 Winter Summer Winter 

Rate 3 Winter Spring Summer Winter 

 

The following section contains a discussion of customer attrition over the entire pilot. Section 3.3 

presents the load impact estimates for the summer 2017 period for each rate and Section 3.4 

summarizes the persistence of load impacts over the course of the pilot. 

                                                
19

 See Appendix B for comparison of tariffs. 

Tariff Season 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00 20:00 21:00 22:00 23:00 24:00

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Weekend

Off-Peak (30.7¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢)

Weekday

Off-Peak (30.7¢) Peak (41.0¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢) Peak (28.0¢)

Peak (28.0¢)

Tariff Season 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00 20:00 21:00 22:00 23:00 24:00

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Partial 

Peak 
Peak  (43.5¢)

Off Peak (26.0¢)                                                                                                                                                  Peak  (28.6¢)Weekend

Partial 

Peak 
Peak  (43.5¢)

Off Peak (26.0¢)                                                                                                                                                  Peak  (28.6¢)

Off Peak (26.0¢)                                                                                                                                                  

Weekday

Off Peak (28.6¢)

Off Peak (26.0¢)                                                                                                                                                  Peak  (28.6¢)

Peak  (28.6¢)

Off Peak (28.6¢)

Tariff Season 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00 20:00 21:00 22:00 23:00 24:00

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Weekend

Weekday

Off-Peak (27.8¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢)

Off-Peak (27.8¢) Peak (55.6¢)

Off-Peak (26.1¢) Peak (28.0¢)

Super Off-Peak (17.4¢)

Off Peak (25.8¢) Super Off-Peak (17.4¢)

Peak (34.7¢)Off Peak (25.8¢)
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3.2 Customer Attrition  

Figure 3.2-1 through Figure 3.2-3 show the cumulative opt-out rates over time for each test cell and 

climate region. As discussed in the prior reports, there is an important distinction between opt-out rates 

and overall attrition. Opt out refers to customers actively deciding to transfer off a pilot rate whereas 

attrition refers to customers that leave the study for any reason, including becoming ineligible due to 

closing their account (customer churn), taking service from a Community Choice Aggregator (CCA), 

becoming a net metered solar customer, and others. Opt-out rates are much lower than attrition rates. 

It should also be noted that pilot customers had a financial incentive tied to staying on the pilot rates 

through completion of the second survey near the end of the first year of enrollment. As such, the 

overall opt-out rate may be biased downward compared to a situation where no incentive was offered, 

at least until after the first year. Since all rates had the same financial incentive to stay enrolled for a 

year, the relative opt-out rates across tariffs may be a valid indicator of the relative customer 

satisfaction with and preference for each rate.  

Overall, opt-out rates are low and steady over the course of the first 12-month period and the 

differences between customer segments are small. However, the opt-out rates ramp up during the 

second summer of the pilot, which is especially noticeable in the hot climate region for Rate 2 and Rate 

3 for non-CARE customers. This could be explained by the final incentive payments going out after the 

second survey, but it could also be due to the expectation of higher bills in the summer months. Opt out 

rates are greatest in the hot climate region, followed by the moderate region and then the cool region. 

In general, non-CARE/FERA customers opted out at a higher rate than CARE/FERA customers. Customers 

began to receive the final incentive payment and bill protection was ending during July and August when 

the increase in non-CARE/FERA opt-outs was observed. Non-CARE customers likely experienced higher 

bills under TOU during the summer, and non-CARE/FERA customer bills may have been significantly 

higher than bills for CARE/FERA customers, creating a greater financial motivation to opt-out from the 

rate.   
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Figure 3.2-1: Cumulative PG&E Opt Outs by Month ï Hot  Climate Region  

 

 

 

Figure 3.2-2: Cumulative PG&E Opt Outs by Month ï Moderate Climate Region  
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Figure 3.2-3: Cumulative PG&E Opt Outs by Month ï Cool Climate Region  

 

 

Figure 3.2-4 shows the cumulative percent of customers that opted out of each tariff for the CARE/FERA 

and non-/!w9κC9w! ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΦ 

As seen, the cumulative percent of customers opting out was quite low for all rates and segments. The 

lowest cumulative percent opt out was for CARE/FERA customers on Rate 3 and the highest was for non-

CARE/FERA customers on Rate 2. For the service territory as a whole, Rate 2 saw the most opt outs. 

Customers on Rate 1 had the lowest opt-out rate. 
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Figure 3.2-4: Cumulative Opt Outs by Rate and Customer Segment for the PG&E Service 
Territory  
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Figure 3.2-5 through Figure 3.2-7 show the overall attrition rate over time for each climate region, 

customer segment, and TOU rate. As seen in Figure 3.2-5, the attrition rate is quite constant over time in 

the hot region, with the final attrition rate ranging from a low of roughly 12% for senior households in 

the control group to a high of over 25% for control households with incomes below 100% of FPG in the 

hot climate region. The attrition graphs in the moderate and cool climate regions have a very different 

shape over time, with a significant increase in attrition starting in August in the moderate region and in 

September in the cool region. These higher rates coincide with more active transitions of customers to 

CCAs during those periods, especially among non-CARE/FERA customers in the cool climate region. The 

higher attrition rates are also in line with the end of the first year of the pilot. 

 

Figure 3.2-5: Cumulative PG&E Attrition by Month ï Hot Climate Region  
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Figure 3.2-6: Cumulative PG&E Attrition by Month ï Moderate Climate Region 20 
 

 

 

  

                                                
20

 ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƭƛƎƘǘ ǎǇƛƪŜ ƛƴ ƛƴŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ onto the Redwood Coast 
Energy Authority and Sonoma Clean Power CCAs. 



PG&E Evaluation 

 22 

Figure 3.2-7: Cumulative PG&E Attrition by Month ï Cool Climate Region  
 

 

 

3.3 Load Impacts  

This section summarizes the load impact estimates for the three rate treatments tested by PG&E for 

summer 2017. A comparison of load impacts across the two summer periods for a common group of 

participants is discussed in Section 3.4. ¢ƘŜ /t¦/ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ tDϧ9Ωǎ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻŀŘ 

impacts be estimated for the peak and off-peak periods and for daily energy use for the following rates, 

customer segments, and climate regions: 

Á Seniors, CARE/FERA customers, non-CARE/FERA customers and households with incomes below 
млл҈ ƻŦ CtD ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ wŀǘŜ мΤ 

Á CƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ territory as a whole and for all customers 
ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΤ ŀƴŘ 

Á For CARE/FERA and non-/!w9κC9w! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŀǘŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ 
whole.  

In addition to these required segments, Nexant estimated load impacts for CARE/FERA and non-

CARE/FERA customers for each rate for each climate region. Load impacts are reported for each rate 

period for the average weekday, average weekend and average monthly peak day for the summer 

months of June through September in 2017. The impacts presented here represent the second summer 

of the pilot.  Impacts are reported for each rate, climate zone and customer segment summarized 

above. Underlying the values presented in the report are electronic tables that contain estimates for 

each hour of the day for each day type, segment and climate zone and for each month separately. These 

values are contained in Excel spreadsheets that are available upon request through the CPUC.  
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Figure 3.3-1 shows an example of the content of these electronic tables for PG&E Rate 1 for all eligible 

customers in the service territory. Pull down menus in the upper left hand corner allow users to select 

different customer segments, climate regions, day types (e.g., weekdays, weekends, monthly peak day) 

and time period (individual months or the average of each season). 

The remainder of this section is organized by rate treatment ς that is, load impacts are presented for 

each relevant customer segment and climate region for each of the three rates. Following the summary 

for each rate, load impacts are compared across rates. This comparison is made only for the hours 

within each peak period that are common across all three rates (6 PM to 9 PM). Because the rates differ 

with respect to the length and timing of peak and off-peak periods, differences in load impacts across 

rates for any particular rate period may be due not only to differences in prices within the rate period 

but also due to differences in the length or timing of the rate periods.
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Figure 3.3-1: Example of Content of Electronic Tables Underlying Load Impacts Summarized in this Report  

(PG&E Rate 1, Average Summer 2017 Weekday, All Customers)  

 

 

Segment All Period
Reference 

kW
Treat kW Impact

Percent 

Impact

Hour 

Ending

Reference 

kW
Treat kW Impact

Percent 

Impact
Price Period

Rate Rate 1 5 Peak 1.09 1.03 0.06 5.3% 0.05 0.06 1 0.55 0.54 0.00 0.5% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

Month Summer 2017 0 Partial Peak N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.3% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

Day Type Average Weekday 19 Off Peak 0.63 0.62 0.00 0.5% 0.00 0.01 3 0.44 0.44 0.00 0.1% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

Treated Customers 5,416 0 Super Off Peak N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.0% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

24 Daily kWh 17.33 16.98 0.35 2.0% 0.29 0.40 5 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.2% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

6 0.43 0.44 0.00 -0.2% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

7 0.49 0.50 -0.01 -1.3% -0.01 0.00 $0.28 Off Peak

8 0.54 0.55 -0.01 -1.3% -0.02 0.00 $0.28 Off Peak

9 0.56 0.55 0.00 0.3% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

10 0.57 0.57 0.01 1.4% 0.00 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

11 0.61 0.60 0.01 1.5% 0.00 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

12 0.66 0.65 0.01 1.4% 0.00 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

13 0.72 0.71 0.01 1.2% 0.00 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

14 0.79 0.78 0.00 0.5% -0.01 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

15 0.86 0.86 0.01 0.6% -0.01 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

16 0.96 0.94 0.02 1.9% 0.00 0.03 $0.28 Off Peak

17 1.05 0.99 0.06 5.6% 0.04 0.07 $0.37 Peak

18 1.12 1.06 0.06 5.6% 0.05 0.08 $0.37 Peak

19 1.14 1.07 0.06 5.7% 0.05 0.08 $0.37 Peak

20 1.09 1.04 0.05 4.7% 0.04 0.06 $0.37 Peak

21 1.04 0.99 0.05 4.8% 0.04 0.06 $0.37 Peak

22 0.96 0.94 0.01 1.2% 0.00 0.02 $0.28 Off Peak

23 0.81 0.81 -0.01 -0.7% -0.02 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

24 0.66 0.65 0.00 0.2% -0.01 0.01 $0.28 Off Peak

Daily kWh 17.33 16.98 0.35 2.0% 0.29 0.40 N/A N/A
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3.3.1 Rate 1 

tDϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ м ƛǎ ŀ ǘǿƻ-period rate with a peak-period from 4 PM to 9 PM on weekdays. In summer, for 

electricity usage above the baseline quantity, prices equal roughly 41.0 ¢/kWh21 in the peak period and 

30.7¢/kWh in the off-peak period. All usage on weekends is priced at the off-peak price. For usage 

below the baseline quantity, a credit of 8.8 ¢/kWh is applied.  

Figure 3.3-2 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǇŜŀƪ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƭƻŀŘ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ wŀǘŜ м ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ 

whole and for each climate region. The lines bisecting the top of each bar in the figure show the 90% 

confidence band for each estimate. If the confidence band includes 0, it means that the estimated load 

impact is not statistically different from 0 at the 90% level of confidence. If the confidence bands for two 

bars do not overlap, it means that the observed difference in the load impacts is statistically significant. 

If they do overlap, it does not necessarily mean that the difference is not statistically significant.22 In 

these cases, t-tests were calculated to determine whether the difference is statically significant.23  

 

Figure 3.3-2: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 1 24 

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

As seen in the figure, all of the average peak-period load impacts for the service territory as a whole and 

for each climate region are statistically significant at the 90% level of confidence. On average, pilot 

                                                
21

 Prices reflect the rates that went into effect on March 1, 2017. The original prices are included in Appendix B. 

22
 For further discussion of this topic, see https://www.cscu.cornell.edu/news/statnews/stnews73.pdf 

23
 The test was applied at the 90% confidence level which means that a t-value exceeding 1.65 indicates statistical significance 

24
 PG&E Rate 1 summer impacts represent June through September 2017. 
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ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊy reduced peak-period electricity use by 5.3% or 0.06 kW, 25 

across the five-hour peak period from 4 PM to 9 PM. The average peak-period load reductions range 

from a high of 6.5% and 0.06 kW in the moderate climate region to a low of 1.6% and 0.01 kW in the 

cool climate region. In the hot climate region, load reductions equal 5.4% or 0.09 kW. The variation in 

absolute impacts across climate regions is greater than the variation in percent impacts due in large part 

to variation in electricity usage (e.g., the reference load) across regions. The differences in load impacts 

are statistically significant across the three climate regions. 

Table 3.3-1 shows the average percent and absolute load impacts for each rate period for weekdays and 

weekends and for the average monthly system peak day for the PG&E service territory as a whole and 

for the participant population in each climate region. The percent reduction equals the load impact in 

absolute terms (kW) divided by the reference load. Shaded cells in the table contain load impact 

estimates that are not statistically significant at the 90% confidence level. The percentage and absolute 

values in the first row of Table 3.3-1, which represent the load impacts in the peak period on the 

average weekday, equal the values shown in Figure 3.3-2, discussed above. 

The reference loads shown in Table 3.3-1 are based on a control group and represent estimates of what 

customers on the TOU rate would have used if they had not responded to the price signals contained in 

the TOU tariff. 26 As seen in the table, average hourly usage during the peak period on weekdays is 

roughly 1.09 kW for the service territory as a whole, and around 0.72 kW over the 24 hour average 

weekday. In the hot climate region, average usage in the peak period is more than 50% larger, at 1.66 

kW. Average usage in the moderate region is 0.88 kW and in the cool region, at 0.48 kW, it is roughly 

one-third what it is in the hot region. 

As seen in Table 3.3-1, nearly all load impacts are statistically significant for each rate period and day 

type. The average load reduction during the peak period is similar in percentage terms on the average 

weekday and the monthly system peak day but the absolute impact is statistically significantly larger on 

the monthly system peak day due to the higher reference loads. All rates show an overall conservation 

effect between 2.0% and 2.6% for the service territory as a whole and for the hot and moderate climate 

regions on the average weekday and a reduction of 3.7% for the monthly system peak day in the 

moderate climate region. In the moderate climate regions, daily loads increased by roughly 2.0%.    

 

                                                
25

 The kW value represents the average kWh/hour across the five our peak period. It is not an instantaneous measure of peak 
demand during the period. The value can be multiplied by the number of hours in the peak period to determine the total 
reduction in energy use (kWh) that occurred over the period. 

26
 See Section 3.1 in the First Interim Report for more detail. 
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Table 3.3-1: Rate 1 Load Impacts by Rate Period 27 and Day Type*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)   

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

                                                
27

 Statistically significant small daily load increases or decreases may be a treatment effect, or it is also possible they are attributable to random differences between the 
treatment group and the control group. The increased number of hours at the daily level compared to the hourly level may increase the statistical power of the analysis, 
resulting in statistically significant impacts at the daily level when the impacts at the hourly level are not necessarily statistically significant. 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.09 0.06 5.3% 1.66 0.09 5.4% 0.88 0.06 6.5% 0.48 0.01 1.6%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.63 0.00 0.5% 0.88 0.01 1.3% 0.54 0.00 0.8% 0.35 -0.01 -3.1%

Day All Hours 0.72 0.01 2.0% 1.04 0.03 2.6% 0.61 0.02 2.5% 0.38 -0.01 -1.9%

Off Peak All Hours 0.79 0.01 1.7% 1.14 0.02 1.8% 0.69 0.02 3.1% 0.40 -0.01 -1.9%

Day All Hours 0.79 0.01 1.7% 1.14 0.02 1.8% 0.69 0.02 3.1% 0.40 -0.01 -1.9%

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.61 0.09 5.8% 2.48 0.14 5.6% 1.44 0.10 7.2% 0.50 0.00 0.6%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.85 0.00 0.2% 1.26 0.00 0.0% 0.73 0.01 1.9% 0.36 -0.01 -3.7%

Day All Hours 1.01 0.02 2.1% 1.51 0.03 1.9% 0.88 0.03 3.7% 0.39 -0.01 -2.5%

Day Type

Rate 1

Monthly System Peak Day

All Hot Moderate

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool

HoursPeriod
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Figure 3.3-3 shows the absolute peak period load impacts for Rate 1 for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA 

customers for the service territory as a whole and for each climate region. For the service territory as a 

whole, and in each climate region, both the percent and absolute load impacts in the peak period are 

greater for non-CARE/FERA customers than for CARE/FERA customers, often significantly greater. For 

example, in the hot climate region, the average weekday, peak period reduction is 7.0% and 0.12 kW for 

non-CARE/FERA customers whereas for CARE/FERA customers, the average reduction is 2.5% and 0.04 

kW, which is less than half as much as for non-CARE/FERA customers. Load reductions in the cool 

climate region are not statistically significantly different from zero for CARE/FERA customers, and are 

very small for non-CARE/FERA customers. 

Figure 3.3-3: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate  1 for CARE/FERA and 
Non-CARE/FERA Customers  (Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

 

Table 3.3-2 shows the estimated load impacts for each rate period and day type by climate zone and for 
the service territory as a whole for non-CARE/FERA customers and Table 3.3-3 shows the estimated 
values for CARE/FERA customers. It should be noted that, within each climate region, CARE/FERA 
customers have average peak-period reference loads on weekdays that are slightly smaller than non-
CARE/FERA customers. However, for the service territory as a whole, CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA 
loads are very similar and, indeed, CARE/FERA loads are slightly larger. This change at the service 
territory level is because the distribution of CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers varies across 
climate regions, with a greater share of CARE/FERA customers being located in the hotter regions.    

For the service territory as a whole, both customer segments reduced average daily usage on weekdays 

by a statistically significant amount. On weekends, non-CARE/FERA customers reduced electricity use by 

2.4% while CARE/FERA customers had a statistically insignificant increase in electricity use (0.1%). In the 

hot climate region, non-CARE/FERA customers reduced total daily electricity use on weekdays by 4.1%. 

In the cool climate region, both non-CARE/FERA and CARE/FERA customers had a small but statistically 

significant increase in daily electricity use on weekdays.
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Table 3.3-2: Rate 1 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type ï Non-CARE/FERA Customers*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.07 0.07 6.4% 1.74 0.12 7.0% 0.92 0.06 7.0% 0.49 0.01 1.9%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.62 0.01 0.9% 0.91 0.02 2.6% 0.56 0.00 0.5% 0.36 -0.01 -3.2%

Day All Hours 0.72 0.02 2.6% 1.08 0.04 4.1% 0.64 0.02 2.5% 0.39 -0.01 -1.9%

Off Peak All Hours 0.79 0.02 2.4% 1.20 0.04 3.0% 0.72 0.02 3.2% 0.41 -0.01 -1.6%

Day All Hours 0.79 0.02 2.4% 1.20 0.04 3.0% 0.72 0.02 3.2% 0.41 -0.01 -1.6%

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.64 0.11 6.8% 2.70 0.20 7.2% 1.53 0.12 7.6% 0.52 0.00 0.7%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.85 0.00 0.3% 1.33 0.01 0.5% 0.77 0.01 1.6% 0.37 -0.01 -4.0%

Day All Hours 1.01 0.03 2.5% 1.62 0.05 2.8% 0.93 0.03 3.7% 0.40 -0.01 -2.7%

Day Type

Rate 1

Monthly System Peak Day

All, Non-CARE Hot, Non-CARE Moderate, Non-CARE

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool, Non-CARE

HoursPeriod
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Table 3.3-3: Rate 1 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type ï CARE/FERA Customers*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increase s) 

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.12 0.03 2.4% 1.53 0.04 2.5% 0.70 0.02 3.0% 0.44 0.00 0.2%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.64 0.00 -0.5% 0.83 -0.01 -1.0% 0.46 0.01 3.0% 0.31 -0.01 -2.7%

Day All Hours 0.74 0.00 0.4% 0.97 0.00 0.1% 0.51 0.02 3.0% 0.34 -0.01 -1.9%

Off Peak All Hours 0.80 0.00 -0.1% 1.05 0.00 -0.4% 0.55 0.02 3.0% 0.35 -0.01 -3.3%

Day All Hours 0.80 0.00 -0.1% 1.05 0.00 -0.4% 0.55 0.02 3.0% 0.35 -0.01 -3.3%

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.54 0.04 2.7% 2.14 0.05 2.5% 0.98 0.05 4.6% 0.44 0.00 0.1%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.85 0.00 -0.2% 1.15 -0.01 -0.7% 0.57 0.02 3.5% 0.32 -0.01 -2.4%

Day All Hours 0.99 0.01 0.7% 1.35 0.00 0.3% 0.66 0.03 3.9% 0.35 -0.01 -1.8%

Day Type

Rate 1

Monthly System Peak Day

All, CARE Hot, CARE Moderate, CARE

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool, CARE

HoursPeriod
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Figure 3.3-4 shows the absolute load reduction during the peak period on average weekdays for seniors 

and households with incomes below 100% of FPG in the hot climate region. Table 3.3-4 shows the 

estimated values for other rate periods and day types for each segment and for the hot climate region 

as a whole. 

A comparison of the values in Figure 3.3-4 with those for the hot region in Figure 3.3-2 shows that load 

impacts for senior households were very similar to the hot climate region, participant population as a 

whole in both percentage (well over 5%) and absolute (0.09 kW) terms. The reference load for senior 

households (1.54 kW) is only slightly smaller than that of the general participant population in the hot 

climate region (1.66 kW). That is, senior households do not, on average, consume materially less 

ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ Ƙƻǘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ 9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ƭƻŀŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦ-

peak period, which were statistically different from 0, and a 3.5% reduction in daily energy use on 

weekdays indicates that senior households did more conservation than load shifting. This conservation 

effect carried over into the weekend, which showed a 2.7% load reduction on average over the summer. 

Peak-period load reductions on the average monthly system peak day were smaller in percentage terms 

(5.3%) than on weekdays.  

Figure 3.3-4: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 1 for Senior 
Households and Households with Incomes Below 100% FPG in the Hot Climate  Region  

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

Load impacts for households with incomes less than or equal to 100% of FPG were quite different from 

those of senior households or the general population. These households have similar reference loads 

compared with senior households (1.54 kW) but only reduced peak usage by 2.3% or 0.04 kW. On 

weekdays and weekends, households with incomes less than or equal to 100% of FPG decreased overall 

daily consumption, but not by a statistically significant amount. On monthly system peak days, these 

customers did not have any statistically significant load reductions. 
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Table 3.3-4: Rate 1 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type for PG&E for Senior 
Households and Househ olds with Incomes Below 100% FPG in the Hot Climate Region*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

 

3.3.2 Rate 2 

tDϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ н ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ wŀǘŜ 1 in several important ways. First, Rate 2 has three rate periods on 

weekdays in the summer, rather than two rate periods. Second, the Rate 2 peak period is shorter, with a 

three-hour peak period covering only the evening hours from 6 PM to 9 PM compared with the five-

hour peak period from 4 PM to 9 PM in Rate 1. Rate 2 has a partial peak period from 4 PM to 6 PM and 

from 9 PM to 10 PM. Finally, on weekends, the same three rate periods as on weekdays are in effect 

with Rate 2, whereas for Rate 1, all weekend hours are charged at the off-peak, weekday price. Rate 2 

peak-period prices above the baseline usage amount are about 2.5 ¢/kWh higher than Rate 1 peak 

period prices and the off-peak price for Rate 2 is roughly 2.0 ¢/kWh lower. The shoulder period price for 

Rate 2 is 38.3 ¢/kWh.  

Figure 3.3-5 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƭƻŀŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŜƪŘŀȅ ǇŜŀƪ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŦƻǊ wŀǘŜ н ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 

territory as a whole and for each climate region. From a policy perspective, it is important to note that 

there are statistically significant and materially significant load reductions in the Rate 2 peak period, 

which coincides completely with evening hours from 6 PM to 9 PM. The pattern of load reductions 

across climate regions is similar between Rates 1 and 2, but the impacts are slightly smaller for Rate 2. 

The average weekday peak-period load reduction for Rate 2 equals 3.8% and 0.04 kW, while for Rate 1 

they are 5.3% and 0.06 kW. The estimated impact in the hot region is 3.9% or 0.06 kW. In the moderate 

climate region, the percent reduction in the peak period on weekdays for Rate 2, 4.8%, is smaller than 

the 6.5% reduction for Rate 1, but the difference is not statistically significant in percentage or absolute 

terms. The difference in peak-period impacts between the moderate and hot climate regions is not 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.54 0.04 2.3% 1.55 0.09 5.8%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.86 -0.01 -0.8% 0.81 0.02 2.4%

Day All Hours 1.00 0.00 0.2% 0.97 0.03 3.5%

Off Peak All Hours 1.07 0.00 0.4% 1.05 0.03 2.7%

Day All Hours 1.07 0.00 0.4% 1.05 0.03 2.7%

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 2.12 0.03 1.5% 2.36 0.13 5.3%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
1.17 -0.01 -1.1% 1.17 0.01 0.6%

Day All Hours 1.37 0.00 -0.3% 1.42 0.03 2.3%

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Monthly System Peak Day

Rate 1

Day Type Period Hours

Hot, Below 100% FPG Hot, Senior
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statistically significant, but the difference between the moderate and cool climate regions is, in 

percentage and absolute terms. 

Table 3.3-5 contains load impact estimates for each rate period and day type for Rate 2. Importantly, 

peak-period load reductions are similar on weekends and weekdays, and larger on monthly system peak 

days. None of the day types show statistically significant decreases in daily usage for Rate 2, which is 

different from Rate 1. 

Figure 3.3-5: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 2 28 

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

                                                
28

 PG&E Rate 2 winter impacts represent October 2016 through May 2017. 
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Table 3.3-5: Rate 2 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.09 0.04 3.8% 1.62 0.06 3.9% 0.90 0.04 4.8% 0.52 0.00 0.9%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.04 0.03 2.5% 1.59 0.05 3.3% 0.85 0.02 2.3% 0.46 -0.01 -1.3%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.61 -0.01 -1.8% 0.85 -0.01 -1.7% 0.53 -0.01 -1.8% 0.34 -0.01 -2.2%

Day All Hours 0.72 0.00 0.0% 1.04 0.00 0.3% 0.61 0.00 0.1% 0.38 -0.01 -1.5%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.16 0.04 3.5% 1.72 0.07 4.2% 0.99 0.03 2.9% 0.53 0.01 1.5%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.14 0.03 2.4% 1.72 0.05 2.9% 0.97 0.02 2.3% 0.48 0.00 -0.2%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.68 -0.01 -1.4% 0.95 -0.01 -1.3% 0.59 -0.01 -1.2% 0.36 -0.01 -2.5%

Day All Hours 0.79 0.00 0.2% 1.14 0.01 0.5% 0.69 0.00 0.2% 0.40 -0.01 -1.5%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.58 0.09 5.5% 2.41 0.12 4.9% 1.41 0.11 7.8% 0.54 0.01 1.4%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.55 0.05 3.3% 2.38 0.10 4.3% 1.39 0.05 3.4% 0.49 -0.02 -4.6%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.82 -0.03 -3.2% 1.22 -0.04 -3.3% 0.71 -0.02 -2.5% 0.35 -0.02 -4.6%

Day All Hours 1.01 0.00 -0.2% 1.51 0.00 -0.2% 0.88 0.01 0.7% 0.39 -0.01 -3.5%

Day Type

Rate 2

Monthly System Peak Day

All Hot Moderate

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool

HoursPeriod
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Figure 3.3-6 shows the estimated peak period load impacts for Rate 2 for CARE/FERA and non-

CARE/FERA households for the service territory as a whole and for each climate region. Unlike Rate 1, 

several segments did not have statistically significant load reductions during the peak period, including 

CARE/FERA customers in the cool and moderate climate regions and non-CARE/FERA customers in the 

cool climate region. Non-CARE/FERA customers had the greatest load impacts, equal to 5.0% or 0.09 

kW. For the service territory as a whole, CARE/FERA customers had rather small but statistically 

significant load impacts equal to 1.4% or 0.02 kW. For all climate regions and for the service territory as 

a whole, non-CARE/FERA customers had greater load impacts than CARE/FERA customers. 

Figure 3.3-6: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 2  

for CARE/FERA and Non -CARE/FERA Customers  

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7 show the load impacts for non-CARE/FERA and CARE/FERA customers, 

respectively, for each rate period and day-type. As a reminder, the values in the first row of each table 

are the same as those found in Figure 3.3-6. CARE/FERA customers had small but statistically significant 

daily load increases on the average weekday in all climate regions and in the territory as a whole. Non-

CARE/FERA customers had statistically significant daily load reductions on weekdays and weekends for 

the territory as a whole and the hot climate region, but not in the moderate or cool regions.
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Table 3.3-6: Rate 2 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type ï Non-CARE/FERA Customers*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.08 0.05 4.7% 1.71 0.09 5.0% 0.94 0.05 5.5% 0.53 0.01 1.5%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.02 0.03 3.3% 1.65 0.08 4.8% 0.88 0.02 2.6% 0.47 0.00 -1.1%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.60 -0.01 -1.2% 0.88 -0.01 -0.6% 0.54 -0.01 -1.8% 0.35 -0.01 -1.7%

Day All Hours 0.72 0.01 0.7% 1.08 0.02 1.5% 0.64 0.00 0.3% 0.39 0.00 -1.1%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.17 0.05 4.4% 1.84 0.11 5.8% 1.04 0.03 3.0% 0.55 0.01 2.4%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.15 0.04 3.7% 1.83 0.09 5.1% 1.02 0.03 2.6% 0.50 0.00 0.8%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.67 -0.01 -0.8% 0.99 0.00 -0.2% 0.61 -0.01 -1.0% 0.38 -0.01 -2.0%

Day All Hours 0.79 0.01 1.0% 1.20 0.02 2.0% 0.72 0.00 0.4% 0.41 0.00 -0.9%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.62 0.11 7.0% 2.62 0.16 6.2% 1.51 0.14 9.1% 0.56 0.01 2.1%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.57 0.06 4.1% 2.58 0.15 5.7% 1.47 0.06 4.0% 0.50 -0.03 -5.4%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.82 -0.02 -2.9% 1.29 -0.04 -2.9% 0.74 -0.02 -2.3% 0.36 -0.02 -4.6%

Day All Hours 1.01 0.00 0.4% 1.62 0.01 0.7% 0.93 0.01 1.3% 0.40 -0.01 -3.6%

Day Type

Rate 2

Monthly System Peak Day

All, Non-CARE Hot, Non-CARE Moderate, Non-CARE

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool, Non-CARE

HoursPeriod
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Table 3.3-7: Rate 2 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type ï CARE/FERA Customers*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values represent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.10 0.02 1.4% 1.48 0.03 1.9% 0.71 0.00 0.5% 0.46 -0.01 -1.7%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.09 0.00 0.3% 1.49 0.01 0.6% 0.69 0.00 0.1% 0.42 -0.01 -2.4%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.62 -0.02 -3.4% 0.80 -0.03 -3.6% 0.45 -0.01 -1.9% 0.30 -0.01 -4.0%

Day All Hours 0.74 -0.01 -1.8% 0.97 -0.02 -1.7% 0.51 -0.01 -1.1% 0.34 -0.01 -3.3%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.14 0.01 1.1% 1.53 0.02 1.2% 0.74 0.02 2.5% 0.45 -0.01 -2.7%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.14 -0.01 -1.0% 1.56 -0.02 -1.0% 0.73 0.00 0.7% 0.42 -0.02 -4.2%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.68 -0.02 -3.3% 0.89 -0.03 -3.3% 0.49 -0.01 -2.3% 0.32 -0.01 -4.4%

Day All Hours 0.80 -0.02 -2.1% 1.05 -0.02 -2.1% 0.55 -0.01 -1.0% 0.35 -0.01 -4.1%

Peak 6 PM to 9 PM 1.50 0.02 1.3% 2.08 0.04 2.2% 0.97 -0.02 -2.1% 0.47 -0.01 -1.6%

Partial 

Peak

4 PM to 6 PM, 9 

PM to 10 PM
1.49 0.02 1.1% 2.08 0.03 1.6% 0.96 -0.01 -0.5% 0.43 -0.01 -1.2%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

10 PM to 12 AM
0.82 -0.03 -4.0% 1.11 -0.04 -4.0% 0.55 -0.02 -4.0% 0.31 -0.01 -4.3%

Day All Hours 0.99 -0.02 -2.1% 1.35 -0.02 -1.7% 0.66 -0.02 -3.0% 0.35 -0.01 -3.4%

Day Type

Rate 2

Monthly System Peak Day

All, CARE Hot, CARE Moderate, CARE

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool, CARE

HoursPeriod
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3.3.3 Rate 3 

tDϧ9Ωǎ wŀǘŜ о ƛǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀlly identical to Rate 1 in the summer (and winter) periods, with a peak period 

from 4 PM to 9 PM on weekdays and off-peak prices in effect for all hours on the weekends. In spring, 

Rate 3 has a super off-peak price in effect from 10 AM to 4 PM on weekdays to encourage increased 

electricity use during a time when high levels of hydroelectric generation combined with below average 

electricity use create minimum load issues for the CAISO. In summer, the peak-period price is 

significantly higher for Rate 3 than for Rate 1 (57.2 ¢/kWh for Rate 3 compared with 42.0 ¢/kWh for Rate 

1), and the off-peak price is lower (28.6 ¢/kWh versus 31.7 ¢/kWh).  

Figure 3.3-7 shows the peak period load reductions on average weekdays for Rate 3. Once again, the 

overall load reduction and the pattern in the load reductions across climate regions are very similar to 

Rates 1 and 2. The differences in absolute and percent load impacts across climate regions are all 

statistically significant, with customers in the hot climate region producing the greatest load impacts, 

6.9% or 0.11 kW. Customers in the cool climate region had load impacts that were just barely 

statistically significant, at 1.3% or 0.01 kW. 

Figure 3.3-7: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 3 29 

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

Table 3.3-8 contains estimates of load impacts for all relevant rate periods and day types. On weekdays, 

customers in the hot climate region and the territory as a whole reduced their average weekday usage 

by 4.0% and 2.2%, respectively. Customers in the moderate climate region did not have statistically 

significant weekday usage reductions. On weekends, customers ƛƴ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

overall consumption by 2.1% or 0.02 kW.

                                                
29

 PG&E Rate 3 winter impacts represent October 2016 through February 2017. 
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Table 3.3-8: Rate 3 Load Impacts by Rate Period and Day Type*  

(Positive values represent load reductions, negative values repr esent load increases)  

 

* A shaded cell indicates estimate is not statistically significant 

 

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Ref. 

kW

Impact 

kW

% 

Impact

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.09 0.06 5.6% 1.66 0.11 6.9% 0.88 0.04 4.4% 0.48 0.01 1.3%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.63 0.00 0.7% 0.88 0.02 2.6% 0.54 -0.01 -1.2% 0.35 -0.01 -2.6%

Day All Hours 0.72 0.02 2.2% 1.04 0.04 4.0% 0.61 0.00 0.5% 0.38 -0.01 -1.6%

Off Peak All Hours 0.79 0.02 2.1% 1.14 0.04 3.2% 0.69 0.01 1.8% 0.40 -0.01 -2.0%

Day All Hours 0.79 0.02 2.1% 1.14 0.04 3.2% 0.69 0.01 1.8% 0.40 -0.01 -2.0%

Peak 4 PM to 9 PM 1.61 0.09 5.4% 2.48 0.12 4.9% 1.44 0.11 7.6% 0.50 0.00 0.6%

Off Peak
12 AM to 4 PM, 

9 PM to 12 AM
0.85 0.00 -0.2% 1.26 0.00 0.2% 0.73 0.00 0.4% 0.36 -0.01 -3.6%

Day All Hours 1.01 0.02 1.7% 1.51 0.03 1.8% 0.88 0.03 2.9% 0.39 -0.01 -2.5%

Day Type

Rate 3

Monthly System Peak Day

All Hot Moderate

Average Weekday

Average Weekend

Cool

HoursPeriod
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Figure 3.3-8 shows the peak period load reductions on weekdays for non-CARE/FERA and CARE/FERA 

customers and Figure 3.3-9 and Figure 3.3-10 show the load impacts for each rate period and day type 

for the two segments. As seen in the figures, there are large and statistically significant differences in 

peak period load reductions between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers in the service territory 

as a whole and in the hot and moderate regions. Except for in the cool climate region, non-CARE/FERA 

customers had greater load impacts than CARE/FERA customers. 

 

Figure 3.3-8: Average Load Impacts for Peak Period for PG&E Rate 3  

for CARE/FERA and Non -CARE/FERA Customers  

(Positive values represent load reductions)  

 

 

As seen in Table 3.3-9 and Table 3.3-10  there are also significant differences in the load impacts 

between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers for other rate periods and day types.  While 

CARE/FERA customers generally did not reduce their daily electricity use, non-CARE/FERA customers did 

in the hot climate zone and in the PG&E territory as a whole ς both on weekdays and weekends. 














































































































































































































































